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nationalqand international amateur athletics, and- school/amateur
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should take, i.¢., athletic excellence por:socializing sport. The ..
perception of TV athletic aggression upon family members and
responsibility for controlling level of TV athletic aggression was
also assessed. Approximately-.three-quarters df the respondents felt
that professional athletic teams should be owned and operated by some
form of .private enterprise, wvhile the remainder felt that this.was .,
the government's responsibility (21 percent) or had no opinion (four,
percent).. Responsibility for ownership and operation of .
national/international amateur a‘thletics was viewed lainly as the
responsibility of the governaent, with only 18 percent attr;&uting
responsibility to private enterprise. In teras of organizing and
paying for schooI/anateur youth spaort, about halfrof the Lespondegnts
sa¥ this as a governlent-resp6n51bility" one-quarter, as an amatéur -
athletic organization responsibility ~and 14 percent as a sbhgol A
respopsibility. “the overvhelming majority of the respondents favored
socializing sport as opposed to athletic exdellence. Over 50 percenpt
of the respondents felt that TV little affected themselves or theif:
family, sembers, in respect of athletic aggression. When quegstioned 6n
responsibility for regulating the aggressiveness of TV athletics, 70 .
percent indi#cated atgletic organization responsibility, with the
remainder split between governlent.-netuork, and ‘combined .
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) _ PUBLIC ATTITUDE SURVEY OF CANADA g 7 e
-~ ON SCHOOL/AMATEUR SPORTS ;. AMATEUR ‘AND’ PROFESSIONAL ATHLETICS ° ©
AND THE-EFFECT OF T.V. SPOBTS/ATHIETICS AGGRESSION ' ' ’
. "by Dr. Dick Moriarty, Direcqyr of SIR/CAR* and * Y, -
Dr/ Larry Leduc, International Buginess Study Research Unit - /

University of Windsor, Windsor,‘ Ontario, Canada

.' C g ) . o X /

1} ] N . ‘ ‘ . . .
This article repgrts the results of a national public attitude survey

-~

on sport or/athle;ics and TV cohdupted by the University of Windsor Sports

Insti[tute for Research/Change Agent Research (SIR/CAR) - Internatiomal .

’ . e s P i N * R
- Buliness ‘Study Research ‘Unit (IBSRU), both of the University of Windsor

- .

(in cooperation with the Elljiott Research Corpofati’on ofT‘oronto, Canada) .

»

'Y « .

N . ’ ] ) | , |
' \ .o
. Y R As;
 Preparation of Project Team for the Study *
f - , N i Rk 3

. The project team for: t?lis a}:titu}ie survey of the out-of-school tax-paying
Public (eighteen years of age and'above) consisted of: ' , \ v

e
]

1. Dr. J. Alex Murray, Director of IBSRU and the Canadian-American Seminar
. * \

i .

, ~
(Business Administration) ;

.

. ‘ .
2. Dr. Larry Leduc,” IBSRU-SIR/CAR statistician and analyst

-

JPolitical Science); : . )

- ’

" 3. T Professor Mary G@race, SIR/CAR-IBSRU liaison and‘me&ia an#lyst 'L .
. i . . .
(Communication bstugiieé); ’ ’ . > - .; ,

- . : o, o - .
4. *Dr. Dick Moriarty, Director of SIR/CAR and principal investigator 4 ’.yi-
B * B
' ‘on the studies reported ; and ] ’ N o Aeo T
7 \ . L “r
5. Profedsor Marge Holman Prpich, Associat}’e Director of SIR/CAR and ,
-, ¢ . . , .. » .
editor of the studies reported. ) : . N 7
N K . . . , ;’ <y '
> -.1- ) 0\ ’ ['
Ay N R [

N N ] - [ ’ . . .
*SIR/CAR is the registeréd tredema:{c name. for the ‘S'ports Institute for Research/ ,
Change ‘Agent Reseaz‘c}} which is housed in the University of Windsor Faculty of
Human Kinetics. This study was funded in part by the Ontario Ministry of Education,
NAPECW/NCPEAM Scholaw®ly Directibns and Innovative Research Sonceptualization Grant,
and\ the Ontarip Royml Commission on Violence in the Communicationg Ind'ustry./
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it re;’pectively) and the Prairig and the West tDr. Barry Mitche son of, the

4z Anti-Social T.V. Models on Children/Youth in Sports/Athletic{s 2 .

.. | ‘5peci&l ,d"on‘sul't'mt‘s inclyuciled-Ms' l~Ielen"Gurr-xey'.l ‘Chief E':duzzation. Officer;

Student P.lannin/g an‘d Exchange , Ontario Ministi'y of Education, E;ecut1Ve Secretary

Bev Got;ldzhg of the Ontarid Federatlon of School At.hlet:.ic (\ssa’ciations' e c\ .
/Execq,t'ive Secretary Ted Emmerson of ‘the Southwestarn Ontario Secon:;ary Schools

4 -

Ass”ociation; and associate principal investigators, Dr. Ann cCabe of the :

Department of Psychology, and. Dr. Gordon OlafSon, of the Fa 1ty of Human
at ® -
Kinetics, of the Universaity of windsor.
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of Interschool Sports in tHe Secondary Schools of Ontario - [Focus on SWOSSI(
> A X N

- . This report 2summar1zes the public atti(ude survey degment bf The Role;

and OFSAA (Southwestetn Ontario Secondary Schools Associatidn and Ontario

Federation of School Athletic Assoc.iations) and Studies of Television -and

b

& Youth Sports Y Laboratory/Field Research on ‘(the Effects of Bro-Social and | .

- .
& T

. 4

The qu_estions tor be asked on this 'survey were identified at the University

L N

of Windsor SIR/CAR,works'hop on ”Sociall’z' g Sport or Athleti Expellence in-
' : A | . , ]
the Interface of Secondary School ‘Sport4 -and Youth Amateur Athletics: A - \
> ™ " N . S~ . - »
Cooperat'iv’e' Change Agent Research Project Involving Representatives of the

.

. Maritimes (Dean Garth Paton of UNB), Quebec (Dr. Tiel Sduc of the |University

«of Ottawa and -formerly of the University of Quebec at): Montreal); Ontario

+ , (Helen Gurney and Bev &gh}ing of. Mmurio Ministry of Edudatioti and OFSAA, .

. \

-
»

i » .y
University of Alberta) / as well as represehtatives of the U s. \lational Feder[

Al

) \-
' of gchool Athletic Assooiat.ions'(Dr. Cliffbrd Fagan)-( and representat:[ves from ’

the‘stqte//provinSial,mgional, local and municigal school sport and amateur .
-athletic orghnizhtiqns 'throughout On'tario, Michigan and New York. Lo

' P . v B ¢
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Procedure for Collecting Data ™ i L !

" . 3

> . » . . -
The questions contained below were initially pilot tested by the IBSRU-

s .

. . ‘ - f
, SIR/CAR and subsequently included ifi the prbvincial sections (Maritimes =i78i",
- M A

™~ ’

T ‘Quebec = 1,090; Ontario = 1,418; Prairies = 668; and British Columbia = 429)- ¥
'of the national survey (3,989 interviews) conducted annually'ﬁy the Ellioit ‘-

Resqarch Laboratoﬁigs. The &ata ;nd design for the survey is a national and

v

provincial sample controlléd for province, urbah-rural location, age'and sex. -

i< N

‘ The qupﬁas for each of these categories are matched to Statisgiés Canada
. . ' - - -

. ~
estimates as shown in Table 1. p s

.
- N : \

: The-inte;vigws,are distxiﬁuted among 94 interviewing areas across Canada.

- ‘ Each’of‘these are;E,is_subdivided‘on‘the’£:§is of'popﬂiétion distfi£ution,
. .. . - .

into a number of cells. Supervisors' then pregelect cells for interviewin§ N
accordfhg'to‘éhé éystematic gah§om‘method. In each‘cg}lvthus'selegtea, a _;/
) clu;té§ of 10'intg;views ij/ebnductqa by a qyained fie%d st&f!ﬁ following route |
= - patterns wrigtennbut'by each inperiiewer.ﬁy‘i supérvise;;fgr a-given arga. - - ,
Systematic procédu;es are u:ed for the sélécti?n of rqugndeﬁts within 7

' , .
—

-

households. ‘( . , : o o . .
. - The large size of the’national ‘saniple empléyed in these studieé.be;piés
/ -~ ‘\., » 114 ! d * .
' accurate breakdown of . statistics

LI

for each province and region, an important
’ M . "r . . - .. ' .
factor in Canadian surveys, ag well as for population subcategories of'age, »

A

-, - sex, occupation,-political and uniongaffiliation and economic status. * , A

4

. . ¥n general, estimates of sémple variaﬁce for quota“qamn%és will be‘la;gegi '

than,théée for siﬁplé random samples, .but within acceptable stql{stical lfhits '

e

if the éverali sample size i§ large, and the sample carefilly comstructed. - .
o - oot >~ < S T
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\\ /}4 ' Table ‘1 . - t .,
WEIGHTS FOR NATIONAL 76 : o .
. _ .
. i o . Percent of . i
' - Number of ’ Effective - “National Statistics
.. ‘Interviews Weight Size Sample Canada .
' .- < - o T
) - ! 3
7 TOTAL CANADA 03,952 3,989 - 10Q.0% 100.08 - -  °
) . . BN . "
Nova Scotia ©o19l .75 143 3.6 ° <3.6
Rew Brunswick l157 .75 116 .. 3.0 ~ 2.9 3y
New foundland o "102 1.00 102775, 2.5 2.4 "
Prince Edward Island c .28 .75 21 -0.5 , 0.5 .
. Maritimes =478 ( 478) ( 384) 9.6
g A Quebec = 1,090 &090) 1.00 + 1,090 (109D)27.3 27.3 e
. Ontario= 1,Q13 (1013) ' 1.40 1,418(1418)35.6 3631 -
Manitoba . " 227 80 . ‘182 4.6 4.5
Saskatchewan A3 .80 ° 174 4.4 4.0 .
Alberta - ' -390 . -80, 312, 7.8 7.6 .
’ Prairies =834 ( 834) ( 668)16.7 ¢
. ; s ' .. .
British Columbia A =536(536) .80 429 ( 429)10.7 -10.7
° & ) : . N ; - [}
) =.regions .R*“ . . i
. . \ “ o ‘.
URBAN-RURAL’ f ‘. : o
Urban ' 4 2,951 - 3,027 75.9 76.1
Rural - 1,001 - 962 24.2 v 23,9
: ‘ ] ,
SEX . I;' / )
. ¢ ’ AN , . Y
- "Male 1,986 ~ —-2,007 50.3 50-.1
‘Female 1,966 1,982 49.7 49.91
g H ) . .
. ’ .
* AGE' . - o/ -
—_— ‘ . \ : '3
18-29 . ., 1,252 . 1,285 32, . 33.5 L
30-49 - 1,712 . X,7%6 7 43.3 . 4l.e
50 and over . 988 . 978 24,5 "24.9
' ¢ . 2 . . *
. \ q . L
\ {' . ‘ .
: ’ V- a * T
/’ N . : + .
- A ’ ~ * ) bt
. ) _us e
| LS
t ) ¥ A - ¥
¢ . < -’ 5 . o ' ,
- - F > > E - ’ -
" . ] . g*" . i , - . . N ',‘
. o - ‘ ¢ . - ‘:‘ - a
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* Table 2 provides }:o‘nservat_ive estimates of ‘sample error computed for these

'sampl-es &t :the 93‘ level of confidence (20). Using_qf the one of the survey

b3
[ B

3‘. e ! Demgraphy (urban 3,026 = 75 9! and rural 962 = 24 h);

-

4’. : Econ@c level (high 464 = 11\6&; medium high, 1, 556 - 393; .
* .

medi low 1,438 = 36! ‘and 1ow 531 = 13 3!))

— "tables as an example (see p. 10) the estimate that 30. 7% of the 1976-77 . . ¢ -
national ‘respondents disa.gcee with the statement "H:Lgh school sports ahould be .
only for -the best athletes“ can be understood. as accurate within +2%, taking

elerrorb estimate from ‘I‘able 2. Compq;able‘est_imates of sa.mplin'g_error can- -
be obtained from such tables for each statistic inciuded'in't'he report. o
. ' The large-sample size of both tlie national and provincial samples employed ’
in. this stu;iy permits accurate;breakdc:“im of statistics for: }, o g N
1. The five regions of canada :_(_Mai:'itilmes 384 = 9.6% ;‘ Quebec, 1,090 = 27.3); '\'\
L. . Ontario 1,418 = 35.68; Prairies 668'= 16.7% and British Columbi‘a A429\‘= 10%)
2. 'i‘he tex\ provinces {Newfoundland NP"L 102 = 2.6%; Prince Edward ’ W
Island - PEI 120 = 5%; New Brunswick - NB 118 =’3%) Nova Scotia - ’\ k.
.‘NS 143 = 3ttss; Quebec - QUE,I{;OQO = 27.3%; Ontario - sm' 1,41;; = 35.6%; )
. : - ., o
o Manitoba - MAN 182-= 4.6%; Saskatchewan - SASK 174 = 4.4%; . _
- » s s .
s Alberta" ALB 312 = 7 8% and British Co].umbiva BC 449 = 10. 7%,
. total fc;r'Cansda 3,9,890!‘ 1008) . . . . . ’ ) ‘-
as well as sui:categorles: - ‘ A . " o .
S ¥ “dge (1821 years 408 = 10.2%; 22-29 ye*a 877 = 22%; 30-39 years
" 946 = 23.7%; 40-49 y&:aars“779 - 19._5&;\ 50-59 r(ars 479 -. 12¥ and . -
3' " over 60 years 499 = 12.5%; ) - c. : ? N\ v L
" . 2. sex (male 2,007 - 50 and—-female ‘1 982 = 49.7%) 1 . -] = '

- ™



SAMPLING ERROK AT 95\ LEVEL OF CONFIDBNCE (20)

"+ ' FOR PERCENTAGES, BY REGION

: o
™ PEMCENTAGES 'APPROXIMATELY

-> r‘ .

108 - 308 50%
Maritimes . -~ ' I (rer 178"
" Ontario o . . go . . 5
Quebec . ‘ %5
Prairies. oy ’ 15
R P . .
* Brition*telunbia : . . 6
~ NagIoNpL : . Co#2

. e

—




. Vo i A . » \ . ;" . . ) . . - -
- hd . x -7- -;
. - - - < e ) ey, v N L P
. - v . . « : st 4 ’ . . ) . i
‘e, P on [{union 15374 = 34.4% ang non-uhion 2,615-= 65%)}. ‘ Ly
. - P _ Lol . >, - « . . . o . '11
S T, 6. Employment level (current ﬁmp‘lq%;ed 2'27.’\= 59%; houséwives o, - v
- ’ . |
’x - o e i
o 1,144 = 28.7%; retired 3 &s%; and, unemployed 340 = 8.5%) i |
3% . . - L
. : . ! e 4 - N y r '
‘ 7. Occupatlon (white coll&:‘"l,7 3 = 43. 7%; skilled labour 863 21.6%; - :
. ﬁ\ "';:‘ N r,‘ > Y . X ‘. -
N unskilled labour 663"'== s 6% and o;:hers 720 18%), . .‘
.7 - -t
) 8. Polittical party ‘(Liberals - L‘.EB/%I., 231 = 30.9%; Qrb esmmﬂe“ Conservatives— ’
. o \ D - A L»g &
/_ } \¥ L . i
) ) PC 1,106 = 27. 7%; New Demoératie PartY - %ﬁsﬁ@ 13 8{;& %}\,al
. ~ &%
- o ¥, 3 \r‘\
Credit - SC°130 = 3.3% ‘and Independen.ts Q71 By 3y)., & %V
- ) . .. - ! %;\'%m
. . . / / - Py e ::* e
_ . ' [Treatment of Raw Data Y 7 ‘i\\@ A -
« o - - v ‘ ’iﬂ‘_f& \t:
Processing and Analysis of Data . . i f%‘"“
Elliott Research Coroporatmn collected the data by conductlng 1nterviews‘?$§ )
. ‘ - -
e T »
in the field and then converting the raw data\ tp 80-column IBM cards The .. ° "‘%vh
\ ” ’ ' ;:
cards were transmitted to the International Business Studygesearch Un SIR/CKR COg
. \ . . . . " « ¥ \
and processe,d by Dr. Larry Leduc utilizing the Stati!tical Packa e for the - <o .
Ty ‘ Sacial Sciences (SPSS - v#rsion 6‘.01) at t‘? [ﬁuvers:.ty of Windsors-Computer
; . /
- . .. Centre u51ng the l‘.BH 3%0-65 computer. . > . A o %
’ "My ! . ’ ! i +
. The sample for this test was 3,989 age eighteen and above taxpayers from all '/e ’
' I
- Canada. Elliott Research Corporation conducted the: audio opinionnaire. 'Phey (

hand-h¥ld the question gheets, read the'quegtions to the respbndents and then
recorded the response from among the alternatives listed. - ’ . :
Al N » + » , N [

- R N

Anaiysis of Data - ) . - ’

. 2 -

The analysis of the datd for the SIR/CAR-IBSRU survey is reported below - -

~ .

- ’, under the major subheadings s (l) Canada 0ver_a11; (2) Fi‘Ve Regions and Provinces;
b\ ) ) . ‘ . ' . . ' v .
Lt . (3) Subgroup Response én the Basis of Age, Sex, Demography, Economic Level, “

Union Affiliation, Employment Status, Occupation and Political Party.

- “ s
“
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School/Amateur Sport

. : P - s

Q. 1 ”.Lookin’g at ‘the activ:}ty of qrgra.nized sporf:é in high schools, could
you please tell mp whether you strongly agre'e, disagr‘ge, di's(agree
or stréngl_x diségre._e with each of thei follo;vinigz E .
a') lhic_gh school sporks ;should only be for the best athlet_e.s ot
b) high sci'mools .sh;'ul‘ld' emphasize only a.fe?'sports of h/igh quality -
c) | -higﬁ schools .shoixld'ﬂ'n.l?intaih two levels of sports, c;ne ‘for the . —x\‘- )

strong athletes and'one for an avkrage plal'ei'

I3 -

L}

[

. ‘. . \ 3 . ‘
d) sports in high school should be av‘Eilablt' for everyone .
. o= ’

~
~

\/ ‘.l
)regardles}’ of ability
e) ,high schools should emphasize

]
regardless of ability.

X
iR}

4
4 5
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A diﬂ(a) HIGH scuoox. SPORTS SHOULD ONLY BE FQ® THE BEST ATHLETES

.
s

..

£

‘ o S0 ] &

i ’ ' - - . . ‘ N . ’ )

+
"

) . Ovegen f‘

m:ovefall response to thkis question indicated rather oVemhelming N T

¢ ]

the concept that high school sports shoqld be onlvx for the best

3% eit;her strongly, msigreed or disagreed (62.6% and 30 7%, "

respective%y) with this concept only 5.7% either agreed or strongly"agreed

. -

(34%am}$ﬁ%) B o ‘ ..

o S :
- . * a ’ » * ’
TZ 5 Regions and 10 Provinces. . .
- B . hall & . Y
- . - . .
Chi- squa!re analysis showed significant difference in the degree of oppositibn
» [4 ‘ ]
.with British Cplumbia BC, strongest in opposition (95. 7%) and the Maritimes
- .
t ‘ L *
weakest in opposition (90 9%). )«1 reg’ons opposed an &hlétic ex?ellence -

, program for only the best athletes, however, Qe limited support which did

.)
exist in general decreased from East to West (Maritimés 6. 8% Quebec é 5%; . -

-

Ontario 5,5%, PraJ.ries 5. 9%, and BC 3. Q%)“ . 4

¥ 3
® \

There was’ also a significant difflerence orr a provint:ial basis, with

s

Saskatchewan strongest in o@osition (95, 8%) ‘ followed closely by BC (95 %), '

Ontario !93 9&,) Quebec a.nd Prince Edward Island—PEI (92 8%), Alberta (88, 5%)\

I

New Brunswick-NB (82,3%) Nova/écoti,a-us (§1.4%) and_ Manitoba 7. .
: ' , i , . . . ™ . : . .,. s ) -
R ", Subgroups .- .

v ’,

i

s All subgroup analysis Showed significant difference except economic leVel -

LY

and*sex. A\profile of the respondent‘s showed young Fity Awellers and white 0

collar non-union workers strongest'in opposition; and’ older. fet-ired rural

[

. 1

Spcial: Cr‘dit unsk.i;led unjfon workeﬂs less opposed to. a 'best athlete only' program.
. - “ . ‘¥ - .
! A ! . ‘ \ . :

-
.
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* . 'A. 1 (b) HIGH SCHOOLS SHOULD BIPHASIZE‘_ ONLY A-FEW SPORTS OF HIGH QUALITY
- ) . ) » ., “ . P
' T ‘, o C o . “

Similar trends we*vident on ’this question. .In gene'rai, there was .

- disagreement with this suggestiqn, although the percentage of disagreement

. . L . . .
h !
T was lowero. (Overall 80 8% either strongly disagreed or disagreed (42% and

% * R

' .38. 8%) with the prospects. oﬁ ha.gh 'schools emphamzmg only a few sports of

. . J . . N Yt - . . .
. high quality. . - A .o ia - T
.- - ‘ Y [ : » * - : :
P R N L , . .- . . .
b ‘. « ‘e ‘w '. w “ e T ; .’l .' ’ ' - *
R RN "% . ' 5 Re and lo Perinces
] ,~¢I R ’ ° . @ .

A Xs with th'é fa.xst question( suppott was stmngest 1n the West and J

[] s - »g‘ M

A

-~

S I R f./ o R
similar déclim.‘in oppositio‘n from WQ.st to East, yith so‘;e exceptions I !
- ' ’r.»ww , A
T (Manitoba ‘ highest 89, lk, fpllowed’by Saskatchewan, 88% s BC, 87 ds;
. ' G <.. ’ - K ? ‘: ~ @ - C
. s )

~ Nova Scotia, 8.5 3%; Ohtario, '84 9%, .as con’pared with Newfoundland, 7&6%;

,' LAY

raoe 'Alberta, 78.2&; Prinee Edward Islahd-ml ’ 75%,. Qusahec, 71 8%; ,and New
' ." « * " ‘ ‘.
) Brunsw)i.ck, 67 5%) _ Put’. another way, . abouﬁ‘ 1/4 in some provinces supported
- ‘

this sta.tement (Que\bé‘d, 2@\ PEI, 25! ‘andv ttew answick, 22:)

PR Y

s 7

r A

! L v ~ ,
‘ . .’ [ A ‘r ‘e ':'“ . . .
e w0 . ' . R N -«
- EY

L]

TN S ¥ 7. '
L / ‘ '!here was significantvdifferenee in ;a‘ll subqroups except ,economics)

3 - . -
.

.
- - 4 l‘

\ -
Y

M P 0//"5(

AN
~over 60 age 26. li# 18-21 age llt; rural 19' 8& > urban 16 4 fn re(stnsé to

L3Ry f -

strongly agfee or agree). v '

weakest in the -East,. (Bc,88 4%~‘ bntarip, 8’4 9% ; Pra1r1es,84% ;- a8 co ared
X mP. )

X e o with Maritim?, 77-6% ; a* Quebec ,71 8%)e ‘. Prfxcial an“alys‘is shWed /"“

' sex and un.j.on affiliation .when subgroup analysis was conduct/ed. In general,
A Lo /.
Lo disagreement was stronger in the' 'haves' than the 'have nots MOnconu‘rﬁtly
o egreen\ent was stronger in ‘-the "have nots' than in the 'haves' &A.;nskilled labourers

20. 7& > white oollar worke;s l3 ow; retired 25 3) > current employéd 15.5%;,

<
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FEW SPORTS - HIGH QUALITY
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A. 1'(c) HIGH SCHOOLS SHOULD M&AIN TWO LEVELS OF SPORTS, ONE FOR THE

STRONG ATHEE’ES hND ON'E/gOR THE AVERAGE PLAYERS
. ' T ’ 01 = o ) o
’ . TR -
- _ Overali .} e 3 3. # 4

!7-»

‘ Supgort for the concept of two levelsgaf-dﬁhpdﬁitdon in the high school 4
was ::onnderable. 62.5% strongly agreed or agree‘d ‘with this ioon@pt, 35, 4%
- !
disagreed or strongly disagreed, while 2. l%‘ﬁad no opinion. .
' . S ., v .
' S-Régionéggnd lﬁ’frovinces . " e
significant diffEance of opinion cha, regional .a.nd provincgl basis

was .shown .(BC, 65. 6% was “strongest in suppozi"t followed by Ontario, 64% i

Prairies, 62%; Miritimes, 61.3%; and Quebec, 60.2%). In general, thére (
<’ L

was a Slight decline in support from West to East; however %\on a provincial

« 7 ¥ -~

basis data s,kpwed a different picture, with PEI and Newfoundland, first and

-~ n @,—* %

second in support (82 l%fand 72.5%, respectiVﬁ). followed by Saskatchewap, ) .
toa 71.5%; Manitoba, 66.2%; and BC, 65.6%; followed in the’second half of the
P ranking by Neva,Scotia, 65.3%; Ontario, gl Quevec,’'60.2%; Alberta, 55.3

y and New Brun}wick, 428, The fact thatr49.7t, or a plurality, in New .
“
= ~ {

- + ‘Brunswick opposed a two-level program or; gshowed indifference by showing no

opinion. (7.6%) accounts for the low rank of - the Maritlmes on a regional basis.

" ‘ > - . .
- . R - .

Sggrougs .

L .

. Subgroup analysls showed a significant difference on age, amloyment status

and political afiiliation. In those groups where a signif:l'cant difference was

.o detected it can be noted that the 'haves' were higher in opposition (current

[

L b emplo?ed 37 5% > nnemplpyed 34 6%;-‘18—21 age group 39 lt > over 60 age 29. ™. T

.

.~In terms of political affiliation, Social Credit-sc, 42.3%; New Democratic Party-

N L - , < . ) ] P .
' i NDP, ‘{!‘,3;3, 3%; and Ingleppndent, 38% were appreciably higher on disagyeement or
2 . T - . °
indiffe_rence aa;rcoupa-red to Pragressive Conservatives-PC, 35% and Liberags 27s. -~
a N N . - . . . , ' : P P t %
) L * - o
- R \'—'g ; .k ¢ . - . ’
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STRONG ATHLETE & AVERAGE PLAYER
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C A. 1 ld) SPORTS IME
S . %0F ABILITY

-

There was an ove
¥

95.9% strongly agreei

disagreeing. ‘

! .

. -0
y . s § .

*-13s L , : g

IGH SCHOOL SHOUI;D BE JAVAIﬁABLE' FOR EVERYONE REGARDLESS
. r

N
“ . . 1
- . .
1
‘
. -
- B .

Overall , . . -

v -

helming support for sports for all in high,school, with

i

ng or ‘agreeing and only 3.2% disagr‘eeing or strongly K
. : »h s e o7
LA . \ ) - .

.7

. ‘ 5 Regi& 10 P;ovinces / ' e N

- BC, 98 1% , was sttongest in suppott, followed by Quebec, 96 S%;

e Ontario, % . 3%; Prairies, 95.3% ‘and Maritimes, ‘with 90. 6@ in favour and 9%

1

&/
Support existed in all regions and 1ncreased :
- M i
'On a"Prov:anial basis, PEI, 100&; Newfoundland,‘ 96%;

against or expressing no opinion.
- - as we go from east to west.

" Nova' Scotia, 97.4% join BC, 98.9%; Saskatchewan, 98.2%; Manitoba, 97.8%; ;
Quebec 7296, .5% and Ontario, 96.3% in strong support of“ sports- for everyone in

high wscl'xool. , New Brun_swic)g was ,weakest i.n- support, \with.7;71 13 for ang; 33.'9% ’
B - 3‘.

against or expressing no opinion. g ‘ =

i S - Subgroups | o .
5. ’ | 4 ' o .
i ;C‘ egory analysis on cross tabtlation of subgroups showed signtficant .« 7
38 s . . T -
d:!fference 4in categories for employment status, political affiliation, economic
-level and age.' For example, in terms of opposition,:retired 7-7% > employed 3.6%; 2
¢ . J‘ R ’ . . . * L ‘. ! ’
'high income 5.7% > low/ 2.9%; ’and a general, increase in opposition with age

T (3% against or indifferent in the 18-21 age level < 8. 9\ against or indifferent

L

- . in the over-60 age group) ' . ,

. B 1 . ~
,
. . . . (
N . 4 i :
. . . It
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"A. 1 (e) HIGH SCHOOLS SHOULD EMPHASIZE AS MANY SPORTS AS POSSIBLE REGARDLESS ¥
OF RABILITY e . . - :
; . . e S
I ) ' .’ ‘
- ., Qverall |, \
< '83.2% strongly agreed 6{ %é&eed wifh this conqept: 14.7% disagreed or ,‘
,) . so;roncjly disagreed and 2.2% had no opinion; - B 4) \
. oy . \ ‘

. r ., - 4 - ‘
B . - . (}.
. 9

-, ) S Regions and 10 Provinces"

J

J
There was a significar':t increase in. regional suppoi:t from east to west ’
[ ‘ . : ’ }
" (Maritimes, 77.3%; Ontario, 81.3%; Quebec, 85.7%; Prairiesq“ég

3.2%; and BC, 87.9%).
kA

“eSimiTarly, opposition and/or indjfference was strongest in thg.gast (Maritimes, |

. ‘ - 7
22.7% > BC,f12.2%). On a provincial basis similar trends were displayed with
. \ ) | K ‘- !

* \ Vg \. ’ __’:’- ‘
Q ‘ opposition or indifference strongest™in PEI, 35.7%; New Brunswick, 36."33 > E

‘ Quebec, 14.3% and. BC, 14.2%). Throughout"*the rest of the 'Canad:ran provinces
’opposition or ind[ifference'was less than 20% in all provinces ’ahd, indeed,

5 ) _ . 7\/0
. * less than 15% in five of the provinces. . . o ’ ;

- N |

Subgroups .
« s , . .
Subgroups showed a significant difference o

. A . . .
(the older age groups were weaker %p sypport of this position). .t v
' . '1' ‘ - '
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Q. (a) Who do you think should organize and pay for sports f.or ¢ ,
) ‘ young people - the schools, government, or ‘volunteer org*izat:lona
‘ . such as Littley League and Minor Hockey? . .
R 1. schools “~ B
2. Government . .
- f 7“
3. RAssociations
- ﬁ'u 4 €
] 4. No opinion ) “
L Y ‘ 5.7 all three o —_
- 6. Government and Associations N ? ’
1 r - L]
7. School and Government
) J School and Asfsociatiox.w
" ~ _ _ 9. Ppargnts, Parents and Schoc':ls/?arents and Associatiox}s’
L .. by .
l v 0. Other combinations - lotteries, etc.

'
. '
; . : - . |
! . .
‘
= - A Yoo
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! . ‘ . . )
S _ _ Lk , .
T . : : M,
A. 2.(a) WH DO, -YOU THINK SHOULD ORGANIZE AND BRAY- FOR SPORTS FOR YOUNG PEOPLE -

SCHOQOLS, GOVERNMENT, OR VOLUNTEER ORGANIZATIONS SUCH AS
' IJTTnElmmeEANonunonruxxEY? . - !

. L

T~ .

‘ ‘ . Overall .” ) -

. On the critical issue of who should organize and pay for gports for tﬁe\ .

. »
younge 45.7% favoured government pay‘ing for the 'program;; 26.6% favoured " ‘ T

amateur associations paying Iagh thie programs; and 14.3% favoured the schools

paying for the programs. The 'remainingii3.5% were divided amo'ng the other

‘alte'rnatives (no opinion, '4%;: a11 three, 3.. 3%; government and associations,
~N : '
2. 4%, schools and government, ¥1.9% ; schools and,assoc1at1on'r' .9% and parentgv
schools and assoc1atz.on‘s, .4%) . . ‘
.Q . - A » . . L] .
. ‘ - . . . ' /
,ﬁ S5 Regions and 10 Provinces i ’

N

N 4t
Quebec was stmngest in -looking to the governnent for organization and

support (61%), followed at quite a distance by the Maritimes, 45. 58 BC, 42%;

N [

Ontario, 41-7‘, and Prairies, 29.5%, Maritimes, 31,98 were strongest in

1
support of amateur athletics asso/ci_a.tions orgam.zing and paying for youth sports, with °
- . P

s as1ightdec1ine in s/&port from east to west (Quebec, 24.2%; Ontario, 26.9%;
Prairies, 27.8% and BC, 25.2%). In terms oflschool brganization and financing ° . o
"of sport;, Prairies ranked first 20. 7 Ontario seoond 16 8s; B¢ thirg, 148-
‘ Quebec fourth, 9.6%; and the Maritimes las? 8. 18 Attitude favouring cooperative
organization and payment is higher in the west (BC, 15 9% and Prairies, 14.8%) ’
than in the east (Ontario, 9.7%; Maritimes, 78; and Quebec, 2%).
¢ In terms of p_rovincial attitude, we find similar significant differen_ce. -
of opinion, with exception of Saskatchewan, where associations are ranked ﬁrst,
24.,98‘, government second, 20.3%; and schools last 12.4s. All other pmv;i\nges

ranked government firht, associations second and schools third in terms of

' r'esponsibility for organizing and paying for sportss/athletics./ ’I'lyire was ) .

LI ' '

\)4‘ . "' ° 7. 45 . '

.

p =
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YOUTH SPORTS - WHO SHOULD ORGANIZE & PAY .
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» A, 2 (a) (cont'q) ‘
‘l K
,considerable difference in the degree of support or the various agenciGs.
’ ,
*'For example, 6 of the 10 ‘provinces showed 40 to 60% of the sa.mple favouring

~-¢- 5

g*ernment organization and payment (Quebec, 61 6%; PEI, 57.1%; Newfoun;iland,

56. 9\’ Nova Scotia, 49 7%; BC, 42%; Ontario, 4l %), whil; 4 sh{lower

support for government-involvement (Manitoba, 36.4%; New Brunswick, 35%; ‘
P}lberta, 30.5%; and Saskatchewan,only 20.3%). In general, 1/4 B;‘IPPOrJ; amateur

athletic ass’ociation:s organizing and paying for youth sp:)rts (Newfoundland, .
. _ \ .

24.5%; Quebec, 24.2%; Ontario, 26.9%; Manitaba, 29.8%; Saskatchewanﬁ 24.9%;
' s - i - 4 . "

Alberta, 28.2%; and BC, 25, 2'%) , with even mre support in the Atlanti~c . -
provinces (PEI, 39.3%; Nova Scotia, 35. l%, -and New Brunswtc’k, 31. l%) support
ior school organization and payment of youth sports is Bighest in Alberta (26. 9%) '

owest in PEI (3 6%) and’ in general, increases as we go from east to west
= .
] (Newfoundland, 6.9%; New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, 8.9%; Quebec, 9.6%;

3 -

Ontario, 16.8\3 Manitoba, 18y; 'Saskatchewan, 12.4%; BC, 14% and Alberta, 26.9%).
(’ i ’ : ) " - - - ) l.
- N ‘ Subgroups

’

In terms.of- subcategory analysis, there .was a signi'ficant difference in, . -~

all qories on: this highly controverhi_al guestion of responsiblity for
4 F
organizing and financing youth sports.. Age’ group analysis showed 1/2 the young

v * 7

age group identifying government, l/4 looking to amateur athletics associatlons,

—
’

15% favouring schools and most of ‘the. remainder favouring some combined effort ,,J .

(10% or so). ., In tlle older- group there was a decline in support for government '\>\;v
organization and fihancing (18121 age’ group, »Q.zs > oven 60 age group, 40%);
. - - ® ‘ ., - ol

increased support for the role ,of aiuateur athletics assooifﬁtiOns in organizing

. . w_*\—. -

"and paying for youth sports was sl{own,(le-zl age group,26 3& < over 60. age

growp, 30.2%); and there was consistent support for the role of schools in , ' ..
\ v
1 -
- organiging and suppérting youth sports (18-21 age group, ll.SQ and-over 60 /
- . Y . . . [ . - . .

e

Q ; o ,
ERIC -~ - T, B0 SR




N . s . . -
N ‘ .
. 1L
L E _ 2 w e 4 \
- ’ . ' )
¢ A. 2 (a) (cont'@) " - -
4 . -
7 %.."  age group, 1445%) There was a marked trend upard in support for -a cooperative

- v

effort with increase in age (18-21 age graup? 6.1%; 22-29 \age group,8 6%;
30-39 age group; 8.7%; 40-49 age group, 5.9% ; 50-59 age -§roup, 9. 7% and .
- PR
overrGQe age group r 5.7%). Ini;a.n' respondents identified government more than '
’rural (47.8% > 38.8%), while rural were higher ih.support 6; Aamateur athletics—‘
associations (32% >.24 9%é In terms of political afffliation;-members of -all
parties perceived high responsibility in term of government organization and

(3

]

support ofyouth sports (NDP, iZ' 8% Liberal, 46.9%; Independent, 45, 3%; “Social 4

Credit, 44.3% and BC, 41.6¥." In political affiéiation qmateurwe\thletics

associations responsibility was- consistently in the vicinity of 20 ‘to 30% and

’

school responsibility in the vioinity "of 12 to,16s. There was no significant
. . ok ..

difference on sex or economig level.' In other subgroup categories where

~significant difference existed we,_ find white collar, workers and skilled labourers

slightly more supportive of cooperative responsibility in organizing and funding

4 2 = ! i ! ‘_
youth sports (11% > 7%) and union workers slightly %igher in support of :
I .. "o
government involvement (49% > 43%). .o v ‘
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-3 * Here is a list *basic industries or institutions of Canada. ¢ ’
. Some people think that - - - .~ .
lj~ Some of these industq}es!or institutions should'be owned and
oper‘%ed by the.Governmeht;" - £ TN :
\ -
2. .-Others feel that theylshould be Pwﬁed and operated by private
3 . L
.oompanies;'
, . . - . <
3. 'Still others feel that they shoulqbbe owned and operated by
. private €Ol 8 under Governmenttshpervision; and
'.4.'” i 45 Another g .feeld that there is’ place:for both Government
=, and private conpanies in some of these i:dustries, '
UNDER WHICI; SYSTEM DO YOU THINK EACH OF TP@SE 'INDUSTRIESU' SHOULD OPERATE?
" . \ ' . \
(ONE NUMBER CIRCLED OPPOSITE EACH OF THE .INDUSTRIES/INSTITUTIONS)
(a) National or lnternational;hthletic Conpetitions -‘e.g., Olympics
(b) Professional Athletic Tesﬁs - , 4 . '
Responde.nts were~ asked tto'.react to the ques'tions ;boye in order to assess
Canadian attitdhe, responsibility.and right}in te%ms of ownership and »
operation 8& athletic teams invelved in national and international competition
such as the OIympics and .also professional :thletic teams. Respondents

1 =19-

L

Nationégylnternational Athletic Competition

.

o 4

. were provzded-with the choices (1) Go

(3) Private Under Govérnment, (4) Both Govérnment and Private or

‘This data was controlled fdr region, province, sex and
age and also allowk. subgroua analysis for 6CCupation, enployment status,
v -~

union affiliation, political party, sexqeconomic level and demography. .
. ! . -

nt, (2} Private Companies,

(5) Dofi't Know.

-

<
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R
‘.

[

§
.
o
IS YV




g

A 3 (a) uND Y5T YOU THINK EACH OF THESE INDUSTR]‘L SHOULD OPERATE?

. . . '
> . £y
. Overail e .,
National or ‘International Athletic Competitions - e.g. Olympics

- . ) * .
A ﬁlurality (46/.‘4)Af Canadians f&l that the responsibility and right
RS 2 N

in terms of ownership and operation of nationdl and internationa;‘ teams for’* *

' N

athletic competition is the r&sp_onsib_ility of the government. Onﬁ 18.6% of
“ % . . . :ro . v . "77- - a‘
the respondents selected rriva*te companies; 16.6% selected private under

government; 14.5% perceived this as a shared responsibiliht‘:ﬁy aof government and &

private and 3.8% had no o-pinion. . $ ) ‘ - o
. »

A

5 Regions an&&lrovinces ‘

on a .regional basis, British Columbia was highes‘t in selection of gqvernment B

(so 23), followed by Quebec, 48. 3% Ontario, 47.3%; Maritimes, 46.3%, w&th' y

the Eraines lowest in selection of go'vernment, 3% 2%. Thé Prairies, on the
= e .‘i"“ LA
other hand, were highest in’ their selection of private companies (23 7%‘)*
- ¢, I -
followed by the Maritime5° 23. 5%; Ontario, 19. 3%; British Columbia, l7 4%;

4 and Quebec, 13.1s. British Célumbia, which was strongest in its sele/ction of

," \&..dpvernment, ‘was lowest in itk aelection of government regulation (15 2%) .

ri . ,

-~ “

This p‘osition was substantially the same in the Prair,ies, 13.9%; Ontario, 14. 3%;

and the Maritimes, 14.5%. Quebec, on ti® other hand, showed 23.5% of the :
. ¢ - LN
respondents selecting government vregulation. The support for joint‘ gqetnment

and private responsibility in the Q&a of nationa“l ahd international competi_gj,pn
was highest in the Prairies, 18. 3%, with a genetal dropoff in the rest of the

N L]

regions (BC, 15. Stzﬁnrio, 15. 3§; Quebecg lét;\and naritinis, llt)
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A. 3 (aF (copt'a) ™ " e S .

on & Incial basis, a plurality of the respondents' in all of the

Ll . L]

provinces supported governmént ownership and operition and over 45s in 6 of :

’ ‘

the 10 provinces supported this position (PEI, 60.7%; BC, 50.2%; Newfoundland,

\Eos- Quebec, 43.3&7 Ontar:.o, 47.3%; '‘and Nova Scotia, 45. 5%) 'rhe Prairie

prov1nees were lowest,in their sup*rt of government ownership and operation

4

-

(Saskatchewan, 36. 4s~ Alberta, 38.2%; and Manitgba, 43. 4&),L Selection of
i »
prd»vate companies for ownegship ‘and operation of national and internainonal

L]

‘teams was strongest in th ritimes and Prairies (PEI, 32.1%; New Brunsw&x,

-

’26.1%; Ne'wfoundland,, 21.6% and Nova Scbtia, ,21~.5§ in(<he Maritimes;and

! r

ManitoQa, 26.8%, Saskatchewan, .24 4t and Alberta, 21 5! in the Prairies)a

Ve ’

-'Weakest support. for private ownership and operation of national and international"‘

AR - ‘

competition w‘(as found in Quebec (13.1%), British Columbia (17.4%) and Ontario
9 .

- (19 3%). Quebec was strongest in support of gpverment regulatio& (23. ls) ’
&

v

while Prince Bdward Island waéplowest in th( co\mtry and in- the%&iin::‘{
‘ 1]
(7.18)  &nd Nova Scotia was highest in t'.he Haritu:es (17. 3%). The rema g’

provinces were -in the vicinity of 12 to 15§ in’ support of government regulatien

(Saskatchewan, 12\1 New Brunswick, 12. 15; British Columbia, 13.2%; Manitoba,

.

13.6%; Ontario, 14.3t and Newfounala.rh, 14.7\). In temms of joint government

’

and ‘private ownership ‘and’ operation, Alberta was highest in support (22.8%)
and Prince Edwafd Island lowest (0%). As a group the Maritimes were lowest

in joint support (New!oundland, 9.8%; New Brunswick, 10.2% and Nova Scotia.,

v

14.1%) vith the reuaining provinces alstrelati\re,iy low in support -

R

. . 2
.

C P
. -

- (Quebec, 12%; Manitoba, i3, 24; Ontario, 15.3%, sc, 15 5%; and Saakatch-unn, 15.7%).




A. 3 (a) (copt'd) ‘f‘!\i\\\\‘ﬁj;//// ' . . ™~
- \ i B _' «

It"- interesting to note that Saskatchewan with '11.5& and New Brunswick with

%2! in responding no opimon }were relatiVely high in anb_ivalence & .
- - % *\‘

indifference. The range in the remaining provfnces on 'no opinion' was from

Y
—

O% to 3.9%. . ‘ ' c Yo
v Subgroups
In terms of subgroup analys‘, significant differen‘te on this questfon

”

wa‘identified on all subcateqories with the exception of sex, eoonomic level

. ¢

and union affiliation. Perhaps the,most striking gnificant difference is
. N\
to be found in political party affiliation, The NDP was highest in support of

. .
government K:!,’.hip and operation (49. 7&) , followed .closely by the Liberals. o

(48.7x), In dents (46. 2!) and Progressive Cons(rvatives (43 Qt) Social-

El

“ Credit were ldrest in support._of govermnent own‘otship and operation (33.3%).
‘Private oynership and operation was most strongly supported by the Soc1a1

Credit C28 4%), followed by the NDP (2Q.1%), Progressive Conservative (19.6%),

.

Independents (‘18 4’) snd 1ast Liberals (‘16!) The SOcial Credit respondents

-
" b

were also highest in support of government regulation (23 3%),. followed by -
. - . .
the Liberals:(18,5%), The NDP was lwest if support of _go‘;:nment regulation

. (13.4%) follqéqed closely by.Independents (15.5%), and Progressive Conservatives
(16.4%). Joint government and private ownership- and operation in national
. . - . . . ) ; ) - » . .
and international competition was the lowest supported of the four alternatives
. ’

<

(Independents, 12.3%) Social Credit, 12.9%; NDP, 13.1%; Liberals, 14.9%;

and ngreéﬂive Conservatives', 16.9%{. ) ' L .

-
L d

~
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- A. 3 (a) (cont'q) ) , o .

—

“ . Looking at ocbupations, as we go fron white‘collar workers to skilled .

S, o
labpureré to unskilled labourers to others we find a—general decline in support
. L . o7 ’
‘ for government ownership and dperation (48.5% > 40.9%); and increase in
! s <t 3

support for private ownership .(17.6% < 19.6); or goéernment requlation

{15.1% < 19.6%). White collar workers. support joint\government and private .
. \ i
ownership and Operation much more so than labourers - skilled or unskilled -

»
.

(16% > 12.6% aq‘ 12. 2%, requctively). In terms of occupation, currently
/»employed‘q'd unemployed are higher jin their‘support of government ownership
— and operation (48.8% and 50.4%, respectively) than are housew1ves and retired
(428 and 39 2%, respectively). On the other hand, housewives and retired

(19% and/22\) are much more optimistic on governpent regulation than current

~employed or unemployed (15.1% and 15.8%, respectively). . Retired are strongest
in their support of private ownershfp and operation (23.6%) as compared with

housewives (19.2%), current employed (18.3%) or_current unemployed (14.7s).

. et n st e

In terms of age, support of - government wHership and operation falls off
. AN !
- ' appreciably as we observ% from youngest to plFest (lé-Zl age group; 54%;

22-29 age group, 48.7%; 30-39 age’group, 44.9%; 40-49, 48.4%; 50-59,'44.5”(
and over-60, 37.7%). Tﬁe opposite is true 4n t;rms of private owrnership and
3 .

) A . N .
operation (18-21, 14.1s < over-eo, 23%). Similarly, there is an increase in ,

=« support for government regulation with age (18-?1 age group, 13.8% < 50-59

'age group, 19.8%). (mti;ism fgr joint’éb@érnnent and private cooperation declines

with age (18-21, 15.8% > over-60, 13.2%). ?

.
>

-y
D

N N
w




_A. 3 (a) (cont'd)

.

In terms of demography, urban dwellers
athletic ¢oﬁpetition as a government respongibility (48.5% > 40%); whereas
rural-respondents perceive it as an area for privaée companies (21.7% > 17.6%)

. ¢ - ’

-t @ . .
Or government regulation. (19% > 15,9%).

\

Although there was not a significant difference on economic Ievel
N

-

< o3) there was a trend in thlS dlrection showlng tha hlgh and mediuw™tiigh
(P %

socio-economic” groups see national and,

right and responsibility (51.4% and 47.
; ‘

t medium‘igy econopic levels see this as

¥

. *
(20.2% and 18.7% > 18% and 18.1%).
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internatlonal competltign as government
L Y
3% > 45.5% and 42.1%); whereas low and -

1
an area for private™®ompany initiative
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T . . =25- o f
* . . Profe551onal Athletic Teams ’ P ‘

UNDER WHICH S!STEM DO YOU THINK PROFESSIONAL ATHLETI TEAMS SHOULD OPERAIE?

»

A i (government 2. Private Companies 3. Private under Government regulations
4. Joint GoVernment and Private 5. No Opinion - _
) ’ A v . -
i :a : . ;; ) . . Overall - K o ' . v
L. , ' ‘ Professional Athlet&c'igams -

/

" A plurality (19.5%) of Canadians feel that professional athletics should
. iy,
be owned.and Sperated’ by private 1ndustry. Government ownership and.operation '

-

fol owed a distant second (20.8%), followed by government regulation (16 A%), -
and joint government and private ownership and operation (9.9%). .Only 4.3% of, LT
v Lt . . . 4 . . i .
the requndents had no opinien on this question. cmt . ©on T
L . Y5 Regions and 10 P;ovinces‘ B )

All regions had a majoritv favouring private companies owning and operating

profe551onal athletics, ?1th the exception of Quebec (30.6%). Ontario was

¢ - N \

.highest in support of private companyggynership and opetation (57.9%)§§followed

“

-

]

by th(bPrairies (53.4%) ,- British Columbia (53.2%), and the Marftimes (51:8%).
In Quebec support for government ownership was substantially split with 27 6%

favouring governmeht ownership and 27.5% favouring goyernment regulation. In

-

all other regions government ownership exceeded government regulation (BC,
. i . ’ ' - s

o 20.3% > 12.7%; ontario, 19.1% > 10.8%; Maritimes, 18.9% > 13.5% and Pratries,

N N

a - 14.9% > 14%). Support for joint qovernment and private ownershlp and operation

was ajforded by 9 to 12! of the people across the country (Prairies, 12, 8%;

* Mari'times, 10.5%; Quebec, 9.4%; Ontario and British Columbia, 9“.
\ ] ) H : [

In terms of ‘provincial analysis; 7 of .the 10 provinces had a fajority

LN

. favouring private ownership and operation.  Manitoba was highest {64.9%),
’ . : = ) . . 3y 3 . 5
followed by Ontario, 57.9%; PEI, 57.1%; Newfoundland, 53.9%; BC, 53.2!:-/~ ;/ ;

L2

: Nova Scotia, 52.4%x and Saskatchewan, 51.2%. Quebec, although it had a plurality

favouring private ownership, was lowest in’ suppart of this sponsor'(So 6!),

. .
<. - . -
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A. 3‘ (cont'd) , ) s .

with Alberta and New Brunswick showing; pluralities approaching a simple maJority
, -

(Alberta, 47.9% and New Brunswick, 48.4%). Alberta was the only province w;.l.gh

»

showed a'larger percentage favouring government regulation as opposed to

e

government ownership and operatlon (19% > 13, 3%) As indicated above, Quebec

was Qstantially split with 27.8&% favouring govgz:nment anershipahd ll.zit.m.m_zm -
A ’
- favouring government regulation. Similar divi51on of support exiMw \
i []

Brunswick, with 14.6%_ favouring government ownetship and 12.7% favouring

. N - — .
government‘regulation. Prince Edward Island was highest in support of government

v

LN
ownership and operation (35.7%). as compared with government regulation 17.1%),

followed by Bﬁitish Columbia, 20.3% > 12, 7%; Newfoundland, 19 6% > 12.7%; Nova

I R} . L]

Scotia, 19.4% > 15. 'is; j)nta.rio, 19.1s > 10‘8% $a%katchewan, 18% > 10. n; and

~Manitoba, 14. 5% > 9. 2% Alberta wasﬁstrongest in support-of Joinrgovemment
»

and private ownership and operation A16. 9!); Prince Edward Island lowest (0%), ,
~ -

. &
with the remaining provinCeg shqwing 8 to 128 aupport. The percentage of 'no
s M : . . »~

> .%pinion' responses was high for New Brunswick (11.5%) and Saskdtchewan (10.6%);

approximately 5% for Newfoun?pend,’Quebec and British Coluiia, with the o

P

"'remaining provinces recording 1 go v

. R ’
. . - ' 3y o . R

. . . ~

-
-

- - ;. . Subgro ’ e »
. ’ -~ ‘ ' . e
A].l suhgroup analysis, with the exception of economj,c level, showed ~

?

significant d.ifference. A]!«l political parties showed a plurality or majority
i As

a

s 1in favourtof private ownership an‘op‘eration of professd.onal athletics R
(Progr‘bssive ponservatives, 52.4%; NDP,‘ 50 3&; Liberals and Independents,.47t, . y

and Social Cgédit, 43 <%). ,'Only the Socia]. Credit favoured govetmnent .
c, . - . .
"!’e‘gulation (23.1%) gver govern'ment( owners_hip.and operation (18.7%). -
’ . . - . i . . .
. - v + * . .

-«

Cs 4
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‘ L A 3 (b)_ (cont'd) &

-’ . -

'™ . v
-All other parties showed a preference of government ownership over goVemment
'

w0 regulat{.on (NDP, 24. 3% > 12%; L{berals, 22% g 2%; Independents, 21 1% > 15 S%; .

and Progressive COnservatives, 17 7% > 15. 4&) S¢:ia1 Credit (12.9%) and

.

-t

o Lo

ot . »

' L .Progres‘sive Conservatives (I1.1%) showed ;he hi.ghest support for JOlnt government //

4 4!-
. ‘and privatg ownership’and operation, whereas the other parties wer _g.n‘_,thgmmﬂmu R

g o . -

- . - 123

v v1c1n1ty of 9%, - . - o .
X . . ﬂ_ gh ER -—‘ .,"(-
_In-.terms of occupation, as we go from white collar workers to skilled
. - \. +
’ lahourers to unskilled 14bourers, theregyas a ge'neta_l increag%e fQ'r governmen
. ) . ) . . . .
. -ownership and operation (20:3% < 23,.6%) *and/or government- requlation (14.8%\¢< 17.8)), .
’ ) S -

?

1

¢ . and operation than were cur:gnt employed (50 9&) ‘and more” suppértive of
. A ’ 9
' : ’ gotvernment rggugationl (13% and 23.5% >"15.1%). Analysis of female and male

-

- respondents showeqd similar trends. - , . - ' .

v

3 . Analysis of Jthe various age groups shows a declirre in /upport for pmvate

. - T
ownership and oper&tion (18-21 age g'r(xp, 56. 78> over-60 45.5%) and/oﬂ 4 )
. . B « o,
& B .
government’control'and operation (22-29 age group, 23.25 > over-60 age éroup, [ ..

»

18. 1%) but an increase in support for go\rernment regulation\('l'e-.'z‘l age group, c e

~ . 13.44 < 50-59 agQgroup,}99\) . : o ] Lo '

.
. -
-, - .

Urban dwellers sqpport qovernment conthol and opcration (21. 9&‘, more 80 R

>y ' i - L
cow than the rutal respondents (17 St) . J b . .
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: . T Spart/Athletic Aggression
N £ 4 . M N ¥ § . .
. P .

e o o e T 4T A o Y e e W

’

. - " 9 should n_ot'be’reguiated " 10 others. -parents, etc.

‘0. 4., (a) Th,ere has been quite a bit of talk lately about aggressiveness of

4 ¢

spérts on T.V. Do you feel that aggressive athletic competition

as .shown on T.V. affects you or members of your family a great
. & . A N

-

- deal, somewhat, a little, or not at all?

1l a great deal 2 somewhat *3 a little 4 not-at all .5 no opinion

IF ANSWEEBD -"A GREAT DEAL" OR "SOM?.'" ASK:)

() Do you think thls Ea—fes"p'S‘ more 'aggYE?skivemar"Tes‘é "aggressive -
te < .
in t}se1r~own sports activities?~ , N
. \.\ . ‘ -~

- N .

n“x

*

< 1 more 2'less 3 no};change 4 no opinion 5.no reply /

. (c) Do you think that someth'xg should be done about aggressiveness in .o
. ' >
sports on T.V.? . A =T
1‘ . ’ § ’ ‘ ) ) ,r h ~

yes no 3 no opinion ' ) . i

(d) Who do you think ‘should be’ responsible for regulating the aggressiveness -
in sports on T.V.: government, T.V. networks or athletic organizations?

", 1 government ‘2 T.V. networks 3 athletic organizations 4 no opinion
N - . - \‘ r
S_a}ls three \6 govemment‘and T.V. networks 7 government and
% “'.l . -

. '
athletig organizationd 8 T.V;{bﬂorks and athletic organizations

~

S
i

q‘,'

A
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A. 4. (4) DO YOU FEEL THAT AGGRESSIVE ATHLETIC COMPETITION AS’ SHOWN ON T.V.

: AFFECTS 'YOU OR MEMBERS OF YOUR FAMILY A GREAT DEAL, SOMEWHAT, .

A LIFTLE
e

N

1
e

-
L]

iF.NOT AT ALL?
N

L]

= =20~

Overall .

~

-

y

- .
The majority of respondents (55.8%) felt that aggressivé athletic

competition as shown on T.V. !ffected famin_members not at all ‘BB 4&) or .

only a little bit (17 4\), as compared wtth 41.8% who felt that it affected

family members somewhat (25.5%) or a great.deal (186.3%). SR

s,

5 Regions and 10 Provinces

.~

Ironically, analysis on a regional basis showed Ontario, where the Royal

COmmission on Violence in the Communications Industry has been functioning

w

for the past year, was highest (57. 2%) in total response to 'not at all’ (40 3%)

or 'a little

(16.9%).

The other four regions weére substantiariy 5 points

-

1ower in response to these items (Haritimes, 45.8 'not at all'

© = 53.3%; Quebec, 36.1% + 17.7% = 53.8%; Prairies, 35.4% + 18.2% =
. ' . \ .

+-17.5 *a little'

5;f2§;9nd

[ 3

Concern was highest in Quebec, with -

British Coluﬁbias 36% + 16.6% = 52.6%).
., ‘

21. 7% responQJng 'a grirt deai' and 23.3% responding 'somewhaéS for a total

-of 458,

.

1.1% to 3.7%.

/

for a total of 30

18.2% 'somewhat'

to‘ihese two choices §14.1% 'a great deal' and 27.2s 'somewhat')- with ‘the

Ty

She Maritimes were lowest with 12.5% responding a gteat deal'. and

‘Ontario had a total o!'ll 3! responding

2

Prairiés recording 42.6% (13.4\ and 29.2%) and British‘Columbia 44.4% ot

(17.9% and 26.5%].

[ 4
The highest response of "no opinion'’ was recorded in the -

. ~ P

Maritimes (6. 1!), whereas the response in the other ‘four regions ranged from

~
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A. 4 (a) (cont'd) ' .

On a provincial basis, Nova Scotia showed the largest percentage of

»

respondents 1nd1cat1ng that T.V. athletic aggression did notlhffect their

~ family at “ail (52. 4%) and was also highest on a.cbqpined—response fbr ‘not

]

. at all' .and 'a little’ (17.3% = total 69.7%). Newfoundland recorded similar -

-

. responses ('not at all' 48%. + ‘a little’ 19.6% = 67.6%). Ontario respondents
took a middle position on this issue (40.3% 'mot at wmll' and 16.9% 'a little” .

= 57.2%). All'of the other provinces had approxilately 53% of the respdndents

-

) 1nd1cat1ng one of these ‘two chojces (PﬁI,"noE?at all' 42 9% + Ja littie' 10.7%

"S,

53.6%; New Brugswick, 36.3% + 17.2%°= 53,5%; Queﬁec, 36.1% +. 17 7% = 53 8%;
Manitoba, 34.2% + 19.7% = S53%; Saskatchewan, 35% + 1819%_f 53.9%; Alberta, .

. L - ’
36.4% + 16.9% = 53.3%; British Columbia, 36% + 16.6%~= 52.6%).% In terms of
. R e :

. . ™ . 8 . .
conamxrn for the effect of T.V. athletic aggresgion, Quebec scored highest

45% (21.7% 'a ggeat deal' + 23.3% 'somewhat'), Of the 19Q provinces,, 7 were

in the 40-45% response on these items (BC, 17. 9% ,'a great deal' + 26:5% 'somewhat'

5

= 44.4y; Alberta, 15.4% + 28.5% = 43.9%; Sgi?atChewan' lg 6% + 30' 40. 6%;

- )u

Manitoba, 12, 7% + 29 8% = 42 5% Ontario, 14.1% + 27.2% = 41.3%; and Prince

Edward Island, ©21.4% + 21, 48 = 42, 8%) Nova Scotia scored lowe&t on theSe

responses with 11% responding 'a great deal' and 15.2% 'sbmewhat' for artofali

of 26.2s. Fewfoundland (8.8% + 20.6% = 29. 4&) and New Brunswick -(1s. 9s(+

19.1% -’353) were at the same end of the spectrum.
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A. 4 (a) (cont'd)

-y

" -

‘Analysis sHowed significant difference on ali categ/ories except political

. . - - - . M . ) . ' .
party and economic level. In tei'ns’ of occupat}on, skilled and unskilléd -

labourers perceived the'mselves as more impervious to the effect of .T.V. athletic
" - — v

e e B e oo I S A ST

. ®aggression than did white collar workers (skilled Tabourers 'not at all! 43.}%

) -

and 'a_little' 15.9%
- ‘. .

L 17.8% = 59% > white coll

] «
59%; unskilled labourers 'not at all'_.4l.7% and ‘somewhat‘ .
workers 'not-at all' 35, 8% + 18.4% £ 54 2%) . -

: 4 . .
- Similarly 45.5% of the white col workers felt that family members were s

- \_ i N . . >
affected by agdresiion 'a great- deal' om 'somewhat', as compared with 37790% .
of the ‘skilled laourers and 38% of the unskilled labourers. In terms of .
7 . ) oo LI . .
: wloymen/t, housewives are much more cqncerned about ‘the effect of T.v. than - »
. o -

i

were ®urrently employed; retired,or unemployed (housep'vives, 20.7% 'a great deal'
. A :

. . . .

+ 26.2% 'sonduhat' = %6.9% > unemployed 14.5% + 20,9% = 35.4%; .retired 16.3¢

{4 22% = 38,.3% or currently~employed 14.4% +\26 3% = 40.7%). Similarly, while )

11

unemployed responded that athley.c-aggression on T.V. affected t‘eir family
’ ‘,f'not at all‘ (42.4%) JoF 'a ‘little’ -(19. 5%) ,for a total of 61. 9\ housewives were-
"_ s apprecizbly lower ('not at all' 34.1% + 'a little' }5.3‘ 49.4y) . Currently
'employed and :etired showed 57.7% and 59. 3%, respectively, indicating that -
T.y. athletic aggression affected their family 'not at all' or 'a lit%le .

. Analysis d® adata on the hasis of sex showed a e.imilar trend with 60.9%

\’ [ . > I ke ‘e
) o#the men indicating little or no effect of T.V. aggression as compa'!‘ed N

.. with only 50.6% of the women. 4. 5% of the women felt that T.v. athleti& -

A E

' aggressivn affected their family 'a great deal’ (lq.st) .or. 'somewhat' (27.9\) !
- . 4 ¢ kS

: . ‘as compared with only 37.3% of the men ('a great deal' 14.1% + !somewhat' 23.2%).
' - - . ¥ - - & -~ -
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jqri el/:;;t T.V. athletic.aggre551on

r 4 Ta) (cont'd)
0f age groupzhnalysis the ma)qrity fe
' does not affJEt them at gll or only a litkle blt, however, there was a ﬁeneral
64.5%;
: \ ~ s

.?

Ey
.

decline with age (18—21 age group, 'not at all' 45.8% + 'a little' 18.7% =
"
SY.8%; 30-39 age 'group, 35.7% 4 18.8% = 54.5%;

»
“

. leze age group, 35.9% + 19.9% =
e i
’

: ¢ 'k
40—49 age group, 37#3% + 15.7% = 53%; 50-59 age group, 43% + 13.4% = 56.4%
-
54.7%). a’similarly, in.the 18-21 age
»
group we find that only 11 6% feel that members of their family are affected

andiover—ﬁo age group. 39*3% + 15 4% =
‘by T.V. athletic aggression (11\6% a great deal' + 23% somewhat ), while in

“N

L
4

effect (56.5% > 53 5%) than the.rural population.

——— e i — mE— — =« —

v

the 40—49 age group 45.4% responded '‘a great deal' (18. 7%) or 'some&hat"(ZG 7%)
Urban dwellers are sl;ghtly more conv1nced that.:here is little or no .
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-4 (b) IP _ANSWERED "A ' GREAT DEAL",OR "SOME" ASK:

: DO ¥OU Tﬂm THIS MAKES PEOPLE MORE AGGRESSIVE OR LES§ AGGRESSIVE
INT.HEIROWN@OR'ISAGTIVITI-ES?A - '—--.~- - - N
1. more 2 less ﬂ/no, change 4 no opinion SMeply

T L T

1 of thos'e who felt that TV athletic aggression had an effect upon their
fanliesf 84.9% felt that it made fam:.lies more aggressive, while only 3%

Y . “ -
*felt that 1t made "them’ les;« aggressive and 9.2% felt that there was.. no change.

4 ¢ -

; . _ .
Qf','. LT ‘

T g ‘” \9‘ Reglons “and 10 Provinces ‘;

.
- . -
‘. -

Quebec scOred highest in conviction that T.V. athletic aggression made
«

\
fE.ly menbers more- a"ggress1ve (90. 2%) but this pos1tion was also st‘rongly v

* suppor'ted 1n the other regions (Prairieg, 84. 6% British Columbia, 83.2%;

& - .
‘\Q‘-_@;no, 83. 1s and Maritimes, ;5 2%) 'I‘he Maritlmes were strongest in support

‘ : " P N -
éfor T.V. athlet.:.c agg£g§51oh making people less aggressivg-(4 2%) followed E ‘
. 7 L 4

by Ontario, 3 '3%. BC, 2 9%; and the Prairies, 2 4%. The" Maritimes similarly

were highest j.n feeling that no change tesulted in family behav1our ‘a: a result

™

of T.V. athletic aggression (13 6%)- followed by Ontarlo, 10 7%; BC, 9;7%.

Prairies, 8. a% and Quebec,, 6. St, .A L 5 o - .

_— In terms of provincial 'suhgrbup anal'ysis), I;rinoe: édw:rd IsIand 5(91.73%)

- .

.and Quebec ,(90.2%) were highest in  indicating that T, V. athlgtic compatition At

makes Fapily me:abers mre aggressive. New Brunswick, 67. 3%.‘% ewfouhdland,'70’%>

. . s N -
%skatchewan, .76.1% were lowest in percentage response on this choiee. ?‘" L .

»

!
'l‘he £ive remaining prov1nces showed 03 to 88s of. the responcients indicating*

- *

" that family member‘s became more aggressive (Ontario, 83.1%; BC, 83. 2%:-

'Nova Scotia, 84%» MAnitoba, 85. da; and Alberta, 8. 3\9 ,Prlnce Edward Isl4nd

& v
H ‘.,

(8 3%) and Newfoundland (8. 7%) were highest in- isndicatinq thet“ T.‘.athlet‘ic:
ek g
»
éompetition made Qmily meubers less aggresiive. while the 'remainder of the

-

provin'ces were 'in the 1 to 3%.tegioyn response tb this choice. ) o

- ‘
3
]
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A. 4 (b) (cont'd)

— -
-~ ’ ’

R
~. ’ . . ’ - T4 :
Sagkatchewan, 11.3% in Manitoba, 10.7% in Ontario,.9.7% in British Columbia;

o ' .
8% in Nova’ Sco‘t'ia,A 6.5% in ﬁebec, 4.7¥ in Alberta a,ndQO% in PEY felt that’

[ L

«x

v Sggrohgs , -

The hly significant dlfference in subgroup analysis onm this item

‘

2
—

was on p;)htlc.al p&ty wherem a s1qn1ficant1y hlgher percentaqe of Social
) % )
Cred1t respondents &dlcated that T. V. athletlc aggresslon made faculty

i - Q‘. »

members more aggresslve (98 6% > 80 .1% - 85, %‘r the other parties) s and

" were si‘gnificantly, l‘ower in the Percentage respouse ,indicating'no thange' .
) / : ‘ s , ) ’
(14%<a4s-116%) . ST Y S S

R ~

Note- 1t-shou1d be reigerated that the majority of Perﬁondeus (58" 1%)

a

felt that T. Ve ithletlc ag,gression-had little or no effect U] fa.mly members. -
@&
. - $

'I'he sta}:isties apove are. based on those who gzdlcated that it affected—

-
-~

famly members 'somewhat' or 'a great dell'




4 (c) DO YOU _HINK SOMETHING SHOULD BE DONE
- SPORTS oN T.V.?2 - - St e

1l yes 2 no’ 3 no opinion

1]
t

~

Overall -

61.5% of the respondents felt that something should be ¥one about Ty~
| aggression, while 26.2% responded ’.nq’,'an‘gl 12.3% had 'no op:'glio/n’ .
S Regions and 10, Provinces

o

=

Quebec was strongest in conviction that’ there should h.e action: (76.3%).
‘s
Three of the other four "regions showed a majority respol:ding yes' (Prain*

-+ 63.1%; 5C, 59.9% and Ontaggo, 55. 4\), while only one region lacked a simple

majority on this issue, and even here there was a plurali;y of 40.8% in the

Maritimes. A substantia,lly equal numbex' in the Maritimes (39 2%) responded

k]
-

'no' to this ‘issue, while 20.1% had 'no opinion . Quebec was "lowest in

.

_oppoSiti‘on‘t‘o‘a.ction or no opinton (14.2% and‘ ?.4%, respectively). In’Ontario
33.3% respo‘nded 'no' angd 11.4% had 'no opinion?t. aIﬁn e Prairies and British
Columbia apx_)roxinately 24t.‘responded ‘no' and the rex;ainder had ‘no opinion'.
On a_-pmvincial basis, 7 of ’the~10 provinces showed the"majority |
mdicating that 'yes' something should be done about T.V. athletic aggression.
Quebec was sttongest in this position (76, 3\) , followed by Manitoba, 70. 2%/

=

Alberta, 63.1%; BC, 59. 9%; Saskatchewan, 55.8%; Ontario, 55.4% and PEI, 53’6\.

Two of the remaining 3 provin%s @howed a plurality favouring action with

’
'

*

! N,ov_a Seotia, 4_3.5% and New Brunswick, 40.8%, while only one province showed

- a majority opposing action (Newfoundland, 46.1% ‘no' > 34.3% ‘yes') Quebec

3

was lowest in ‘percentage‘igdicating no action (14.2%). Three provinces showed

308 or more opposed to action (pew Brunswick, 38.2%; Nova Scotia, 37.* and

, Ontario, 33.3%), while the remainder showed 20 or more percent oppssed to action
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A. 4 (C) t‘cont d) T C
(Manxtpba, 20 5% Saskatchewan, 24 4a; BC, 24. Qt; Alberta, 26. 2% and PEI, 25%) .
‘- W \
‘NS op1n16n was“hlghest ln the Maritjmes and Saskatchewan (19 - 21%) and lowest
. . 1‘ °
in Manitoba; Quebec, Alberta and Ontarlo G-8 - 118). 15% of those }%'Brltlsh A
Columbia responded 'no opinion'.” ‘m;‘l
- ) . *. " :i' “{
v ¥ . . ¢ < T U‘* ‘:4“ -
’ ! : , Subgrougs . )
. - ./ Lot = - M.}%h

-

Subgroup analy51s showed 51gnif1cant difference in]op;nion (n all catiforles

uith the exceptlon of ecoriomic level, demography and union,affiliation.

. . - . ' » ' . . /
} Demand for action was highest amony housewives (68.7%) and retired (65.1%)
A.'b o a7 © A - ’

and oppos;tion strongest among the unemployed (33.3%), and currently employed

3
)

(29.9%)}. . - = ° ) f‘h B N
A Women ¥esponded 66.4% @6@5' and 20.9% 'no', which was significantly higher
. e ' .

d » -

-than men, who Fesponded 56.6% ‘'yes' and 31.5% ‘'no’'.
. L . ’,
5

3;‘ white collar workers wanted action more so than skilled and.unskilled

Tabour (63.9% > 56.7 and 57.8%). ., . ° . .
o ‘ ‘ ' ‘ '

. . : ' + '
In terms of political parties, all,five paPties showed a hajority

Lrespo ding 'yes','with the Social Credit and Liberals Btrongest in their support‘

Y
s . -

. (?gbroxl /Fely 65%), followed by the Progresvae Conservatives and ‘NDP

— -~

(gpproxrpAtely 60%) and the NDP (56\) NDP'S were higbgst in opp051tion to

’

“

actlon (32. 6%).. and Social Credit lquest (18 lt)a :

.
In terms of age group C\alYSis, ‘the youngest age groups are least 1nc,11ned

to somethlng being done, the oldest most inclinea (18- 2l age group, 47.48 . -
a plurality responding&:yes and over-60 age group, 6848\) chversely, among
the younger age groups there is substantial opp&gltlon (18-21 age group, 39.9%

"indicating 'no') as compared with the older age groups (over-60 age group. 17;7\

\ T e «

" responding 'no!). ) -« = . .
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A. 4 (d) WHO DO YOU THINK SHOULD.BE RESPONSIBLE .FOR REGULATING i‘m: ‘AGGRESSIVENESS “\ "

(‘ ) IN SPORTS ON T.V.: GOVERNMENT, T.V. NETWORKS OR ATHLE‘PIC O}UGA&IZATIONS?

Y 1 government 2 T.V. networks 3 athletic organizations: '4 no opinion . \
A : «,5 all three 6 goverhment and ?.V. networks 7. government and ' TN
- athletic organizations '8 T.V. networks and athletic organizata.ons N

e Y ( 9 should not be regul‘ated 10 others - parents, ‘etc.
4, 7 . . . P )
. '7. . N e ) ' ) [ . . -' , ’
. , ; Overall o Fy -/ o ’ 5

In terms of responsibility for regulating aggressiveness‘ in T.v. athletics

. . . ot )
L the vast majority of respondénts see the athietib organizations directly . *
» i‘esponsib}e (69. 9%), with the government playing ‘a se&)n&ry role (11.1%) and . -
N " s . LI

'1? V. networks ranked third (9. 53) . 6 4% e‘xpressed no op1nion and the remaining

' .r¢sponden were substantia&ly equally/:vided ‘amo_ng the remainj‘ng alternatives.

P . ® . ‘ . . «
'( ; 5 Regions and 10 Provinces .

-~ s
. .

’ ln terms o regional analysis, the\ﬂ was sﬁbstantial agreément as to the

r - \ ‘4 < .
responsibili.ty of athletic organizatJLon\s for rq&ulating Y. aggression V.

-

(Prairies, 73 2%; B\: 72.9%; Quebec,69.ﬂ§; Ontario,- 68.5%; and Marit‘_imes, 66.1%) .

[y

» The role of the government showed more diversity of opinion with Q&qi:ec showing
A s

.
~ . -

the highest ercentage (158) and the L?ritines and Prairies the lowest

(8. 3\ and 8. 5%, respeCtive'ly) British Columbia showed 9.5% in favour of
government requlation ahd Ontario 10.7%. - There was similar dispaxity in the

role of 'rv networks in regulat.ing athletic aggression. In\general,‘/(nere
was a decltine’ in _perc_:enltage response for"r.;J. n;:wo'r“egulation. 5; we do frou:
. - '
, edst to west (Maritimes, lhh Quebec, 10.1%\; Ontarto, 8.58, BC, 8% and
Pr'air,ies,'6.7\). , l? : "‘ . < .. * ‘

- ¢ . [y > R -
In texms of provinéial analysis, all 10 provinces show- a majority indicatfng

o7 that'athietic organizations have responsibility for con‘t‘ing-‘r.v‘. ‘sports

< aggression (Manitoba, 78.9%} Alberta, 75.4% British Columbia, 72.9%; S

Queber, '69.9%; New Brunswick, 68.8%; Ontario, 68.5%) Nova Srotia, 67.5%)

1 '/- S‘askatchevan,\Gz.I\; Newfoundland, 62‘.73 and PEI, 5‘7.1\)_. Prince Edward"Island

- , o l. - -
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A. 4 (4) (cont'd)
< . > ) Y . - - B/‘ Ve 4
(17.9%) and Quebec (15%) are highest in support of government responsibility, -
—.in tn'is area and .New Brunswick,lowest (6.4}) . The rem‘ai;ing pro;rinces all
\}all'yithin 7 to 11% (Ontario, 10.7; BC, 9.5v; Saskatchewan, 9.2%; Nova dcotla,

— .

8.9%; Manitoba, 7.5%; and Newfoundland, 7.8%). In terms of T.V. network

responsibility for controllin'g T.v‘. athletic competition aggression, the .

‘ (Maritime provinces of ﬁo;/a Scotia, 20.9%; Newfoundland, 18.6%; and‘ PEI, 17.9%
‘ Y . ' '

are relatively high; Quebec showed 10.1% favouring this approach, while the
t 3"!: | . - :

remaining provinces falf[mﬁe:tw‘een 6 a_nd"8 3 (Alberta, 6.4%; Manitoba, 6.6%;
in N . 'L‘ ’ B

—————rBGr—Str i Y 7 879%)y § highest in

‘no opinidW, 14%, follo;vefd‘,by Ontario, 9%; Newfoundland, 8.8%; Saskafchév}an,

. ‘

7.8%; Alberta and Prince Edward Island, 7 1s approximately, with the remaining
. o . . N 2

prov1nces in the 2 to 4% raﬂge. _
- ! '% EN

) T Youps ¥ e
g - \ - L‘Y
Subgyoup analysis showed sigmficant difference on political party,

< . . ) .., /
occupation and demography. . Lo ) ook

" All political parties were strongest in assignment of respon‘siéility

4

»

for‘regula_ting aggression in sports’ to athletic‘organizations (ND?, 71.5%;

Liberals, 71.3%;, PC, 76.4%; SC, 170.13‘ and Independents, '6’6.73). Three

o -

.parties assigned secondary responsfbility to &3 go\lérnment, v{th the television i
7

networks a clbse third (NDP, J12.3%v > 8. 3 Liberalsp d2% > 9,3%; and Independents -

[
11.7% *> 9%9). _The Jocial Credit party and Progressive ConsérvatiVes ranked .

- " 1
i, 7»

T.V. networks second and government third (SC} 15 k] Y d /4\;&«1 PC, 10.1s > 9 3%)%

Independents were strongest in support of some shared responsibility (4%), . ¥
’ & g

followed by Pc (3. 2\), Liberal (2 2\), NDP (1.1%) and Social Credit showing

only .6% selecting some cooperative arrangement.

10"3 |
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A. 4 (d) (cont'd) .. < ' - *

. . '
- . , ‘.
A d <
N , "
L -

. T ' oo
. On .the basis’ of qfcupation, white collar workers, skilled and unskilled *

i B labourers and othets assigned ﬁrimary responsibility ‘to the athlexic organizations

.

’ .- (7l l\, 69.3%, 70§ and 67, 8i, respectively). White collar workers and skilled

.o ‘ labourers saw government with secondary responsibilfty with T. v ﬂetworks

third (11, 4\ > 8. l\, and 11.5% >.8, 9\, respectivEly); while unskilled labourers

i [N .

_‘governméﬂt (y' 8% > 10.3% a*? 31.5% > 10.9%). White cellar worker:/,ere twice

* Y

-, s st ong in “support for some cooperative’responsibility as compar€d with

L ‘ v’ .
the other groups'(approi{matefy 4% > 2%). o , .

‘and others saw the T V. nety6rks w1th secondary nespon51bility, followed by N

\ ,

T \ In' terms of demography' drban dwellers saw the athletic organizations -

r ~
i 11 tyil 70, St) yxth government) and T v. \5‘3
A s . » _ . 3 ,

i fespondents qimilarly assiqﬁ:z;primary c -

.

second (11.8%)-
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s ' 1. See - Di_ck- Moriarty, Ann Marie ‘Guilmette and Prof. Marge Holman (eds.) .
SO . The Role of Interschool Sports in the Secondary Schodls of Ontario —
Lo FPocus_on SWOSSA and OPSAA (Toronto, Ont.: The Ontario Ministry of -
- Ed‘ucation, 1976) . - - - b
- ¢ - - . '- < .
N { .- -~ - ,
. 2. .amn HcCabe and Dick Morjarty, stufies of Television and Youth Spofts
“ (Toronta, Ont.: The rio Royal Commission on Violence in the
Comnunications Industry, 1977). v -
~ .
. NO'I‘E{ Both’ studief are available from_.the tu.nding agencies ‘and/pr the
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